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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. AppUcant*s submission filed on 12/6/04 has been entered. 

Response to A rgum ents 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 12/6/04 have been fiiUy considered but they are not 
persuasive. A discussion of the limitations is provided below. 

3. In the response to the last office action, the applicant changed the scope of the claims by 
adding transparency and/or switch positioning to all independent claims, in a variety of methods. 
The examiner acknowledges that no new matter has been added by this amendment. 

4. Perlman teaches a "bridge-like IP router (BLIP) that fiinctions exactly like a bridge for 
non-TCP/IP traffic, and functions in a bridge-like manner for TCP/IP traffic (col. 5, lines 13-23)" 
which includes various databases to provide the fixnctionality of using IP addresses (Level-3 
addresses) to determine data link layer addresses (Level-2 addresses) and port locations, and 
forward them as a result (col. 6, lines 5-35 in light of the "computer network background" 
section and col. 8, line 50 - col. 9, line 20). The examiner will use the BLIP as the switch 
mentioned in the claims. As the claims do not specify particular switch functionality, a device 
which functions as claimed may be used. 
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5. Applicant claims that Perlman does not expressly disclose that the BLIP, through "a 
second plurality of ports," is "directly coupled to a router so that the switch is interposed 
between the router and the plurality of devices (i.e. Fig. 2)." As will be shown below, the 
examiner interprets this phrase to mean that the BLIP may communicate via sending messages to 
the router. Perlman teaches IP routers (Fig. 1, #26 and #28; col. 8, Unes 17-20) in which the 
BLIP knows the location of the router, and sends messages directly to it (Fig. 2, #48; col. 9, hnes 
38-42). Furthermore, the BLIP can work with and receive messages from the router, passing 
messages from sender to router and from router to receiver (col. 13, lines 1-40). Therefore, the 
coupUng of a router to a BLIP is taught. 

6. Applicant claims that Perlman does not expressly disclose transparency of the BLIP to 
the devices and routers. The abstract of Perlman states that "The device of the invention 
functions to. . . generate ARP replies that render the device of the invention transparent to hosts 
within the extended LAN. The device is also transparent to true IP routers, which may still be 
used to effect communication with points outside the extended LAN." This is a desired function 
that BLIPs emulate from normal bridges (col 4, lines 30-35), and is performed through certain 
tricks such as ARP message handling (Figs. 2 and 3). Hence, the prior art teaches this limitation 
as well. 

7. Because the art still reads on the claims as drawn, the original rejection is maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

8. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and iising it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly cormected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 
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9. Claims 18, 20-26, 28, 29, 37, 44-51, 53-58, 60-69, and 71-75 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to con5)ly with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) 
contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable 
one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make 
and/or use the invention. All independent claims utilize the phrase "direct coupling" between the 
router and switch, as opposed to "coupling" between the switch and devices. It is unclear 
whether the term means that there is a direct physical connection such as a peripheral/bus wire, if 
there is direct communication such as messages sent directly to the router, or simply that the 
router and switch are on the same logical network path. There is also insufficient enablement to 
determine whether a device, i.e. a repeater or gateway server, may be placed between the switch 
and router. For the purposes of this office action, the examiner will assume that the appHcant 
desires direct connectivity without any interceding devices, but that a physical connection is not 
required. AppUcant must clarify this issue, and cite enabling specification areas. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

10. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed pubhcation in this or a foreign coiintry or in pubhc use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of apphcation for patent in the United States. 

1 1 . Claims 1 8, 20-22, 28, 29, 45, 46, 48, and 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Perlman et al. (5,309,437). 

12. For claim 18, Perlman teaches (abstract; col. 1, hne 1 - col. 7, Une 40) a switch (Fig. 1, 
#22; BLIP) comprising: 
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a. A plurality of ports (col. 5, lines 35-37) including: 

i. A first plurality of ports adapted for coupling to a plurality of devices, 
including a source device being a member of a first network (Fig. 1, #12) and a 
destination device being a member of a second network (Fig. 1, #14; col. 8, lines 
10-20), and 

ii. A second plurality of ports directly coupled to a router (Fig. 1, "rightmost 
router") so that the switch is interposed between the router and the plurality of 
devices (col. 8, lines 18-20; col. 9, lines 5-10); and 

b. A mechanism to determine (col 5, lines 35-50), using layer 3 (L3) information 
(col. 3, Une 55-col. 4, hne 25; IP) contained in a packet received (col. 5, line 65 - col. 6, 
line 5) by a source port of the plurality of ports (Fig. 1, connection to external routers), 
which one of the plurality of ports is coupled to a destination device (Fig. 1, connection 
to multiple LANs) and to transfer information contained in the packet to the destination 
device without use of a routing function (col. 5, lines 35-50; the device uses a "bridge- 
like manner" for IP traffic). 

13. For claim 20, Perlman teaches that the mechanism analyzes data transmitted between the 
router and the destination device (Fig. 2, esp. 2B, #64). 

14. For claim 21, Perlman teaches that the data is packetized in accordance with an Address 
Resolution Protocol (col. 5, line 50 - col. 6, hne 5; ARP). 

15. For claim 22, Perlman teaches that the mechanism generates a data structure (col. 6, lines 
20-37; router database) including layer 2 (L2) addresses (data link layer addresses, i.e. MAC) 
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and corresponding layer 3 (L3) addresses associated with the destination device prior to 
transferring information to the destination device (col. 6, lines 37-50). 

16. Claims 28, 45, 46 are drawn to the limitations in claim 22. Perlman also teaches the 
BLIP operating transparently to the destination device, the source device, and the router (Fig. 3), 
and that the structure is a table (col 2, lines 35-50- a database with one-to-one association is 
considered a table). Therefore, since claim 22 is rejected, claim 28 is also rejected for the 
reasons above. 

17. For claim 29, Perlman teaches that the first network is separate and distinct from the 
second network and the switch is remotely located from the router (Fig. 1). 

18. For claims 48 and 49, Perlman teaches a lack of use of a routing protocol (col. 9, lines 
55-65). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

19. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordmary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

20. Claims 24-26, 37, 44, 47, 50, 51, 53-58, 60-69, 71-75 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Perlman as apphed to claim 18 above, and further in view of Ross 
(5,394,402). 

21. Claims 24, 44, 47, 53, 54, 60 are drawn to the Umitations in claims 18 and 22, but are 
also drawn to a pluraUty of at least three virtual local area networks, with the source device 
located on the first VLAN, and the destination device located on the second VLAN. Perlman, 



Application/Control Number: 09/488,945 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2145 

the primary reference, teaches the interconnection of various "sub-net" LANs that are similar to 
virtual LANs (col. 4, Unes 53-65)5 and that the source and destination device may be on separate 
LANs (col 12, Hnes 57-67), but does not expressly disclose that the networks are VLANs. Ross 
teaches a method (abstract) of connecting at least three networks (Fig. 3) where the three 
networks are virtual local area networks (VLAN or virtual LAN) (col. 2, hnes 45-50) that may 
communicate with each other using MAC address conversion (col 5, Unes 15-35). At the time 
the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have used VLANs, which were 
well known in the art, in a Perlman "extended LAN" so as to achieve certain benefits such as 
better security and bandwidth (col. 2, lines 6-30). Therefore, since claims 18 and 22 are rejected, 
claim 24 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

22. Claim 25 is drawn to the Hmitations in claim 21. Therefore, since claim 21 is rejected, 
claim 25 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

23. For claims 26, 64, 67, 71, the mechanism uses the information by determining both the 
L2 address of the destination device (col. 9, lines 5-10) and the port coupled to the second 
network (col 8, hne 58 - col 9, Urie 4) based on the L3 address of the destination device 
supplied by the source device (Fig. 2a, #46), and setting a destination of packets of the data to 
the L2 address of the destination device (Fig. 2b, #68). 

24. Claim 37, 51 are drawn to the limitations in claim 26, and also to the transparency of 
operations, which Perlman teaches (see claim 28). Therefore, since claim 26 is rejected, claim 
37 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

25. Claim 50 is drawn to the Hmitations in claim 45. Therefore, since claim 45 is rejected, 
claim 50 is also rejected for the reasons above. 
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26. Claims 55-58 are drawn to the limitations in claims 20, 21, 29, and 45, respectively. 
Therefore, since claims 20, 21, 29 and 45 are rejected, claims 55 - 58 are also rejected for the 
reasons above. 

27. Claims 61-63 are drawn to the limitations in claims 20, 21, and 29, respectively. 
Therefore, since claims 20, 21, and 29 are rejected, claims 61 - 63 are also rejected for the 
reasons above. 

28. Claims 65 and 66 are drawn to the Umitations in claims 21 and 29, respectively. 
Therefore, since claims 21 and 29 are rejected, claims 65 and 66 are also rejected for the reasons 
above. 

29. Claims 68 and 69 are drawn to the Umitations in claims 21 and 29, respectively. 
Therefore, since claims 21 and 29 are rejected, claims 68 and 69 are also rejected for the reasons 
above. 

30. Claims 72 - 75 are drawn to the Umitations in claims 45, 29 and 46, respectively. 
Therefore, since claims 21, 29, and 46 are rejected, claims 72-75 are also rejected for the reasons 
above. 

3 1 . Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Perlman as 
appUed to claim 18 above, and Ross as appUed to claim 24 above, and further in view of 
Civanlar et al. (5,805,805). 

32. For claim 23, Perlman teaches that the destination device includes at least two LAN 
networks (see rejection of claim 18), but does not expressly disclose that the destination device 
includes a server associated with the first network of being a virtual local area network of at least 
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two virtual local area networks. Perlman does not expressly disclose the setup of a LAN, except 
for the definition that they contain multiple computers (col 1, lines 20-25) and that they operate 
as subnets (col. 4, lines 55-65). Ross teaches the usage of multiple VLANs and communications 
between devices on different VLANs (col. 2, lines 45-50), and would be combined for such for 
the reasons above, but does not expressly disclose a server on a VLAN. Civanlar teaches this 
limitation (abstract; Fig. 1-3). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the 
art would have recognized that a Perlman LAN includes a server, such configurations being well 
known in the art, so that Perlman may be compatible with LAN configurations that are well 
known in the art, i.e. so that a user can connect to the internet through a local gateway server or 
ISP (Perlman, col. 1, lines 20-35), which would allow the LAN to have greater bandwidth, as 
internal networks are faster than external networks. Such a system would also provide servers 
for different buildings or corporate divisions (col. 1, hnes 20-30). 

Conclusion 

33. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to apphcant's 
disclosure. They consist of textbook, RCE, and proposal standards which show the state of the 
art at the time of 1995 in regards to switching, routing, ARP, OSI networking, Virtual LANs, and 
the like. 

34. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Melvin H. Pollack whose telephone number is (571) 272-3887. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-4:30 M-F. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Valencia Martin- Wallace can be reached on (571) 272-6159. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this appHcation or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an apphcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system Status information for published appUcations 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Pubhc PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



MHP 

29 April 2005 
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